
For: Planning Committee South 
Date: 27 February 2020 
 

WD/2019/1873/F - 22-24 HIGH STREET, HAILSHAM, BN27 1BJ 
 

Summary of Proposal 
 
Full application for:- 
CHANGE OF USE OF GROUND FLOOR FROM BEAUTY SALON - HAIR AND NAILS 
(USE CLASS SUI GENERIS) TO ESTATE AGENTS OFFICE (USE CLASS A2) 
INCLUDING EXTENSION TO REAR ELEVATION AND ASSOCIATED 
ALTERATIONS. 
 
Received date: 4 September 2019 Parish: Hailsham 
8/13 week date: 30 October 2019 Ward: Hailsham Central 
 Grid Ref: 559110 109516 
Link to website: 
http://planning.wealden.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=147315  

 

Recommendation 
 
Planning permission BE REFUSED for the following reasons:- 
 
1. Although unlisted, the host building retains much of its historic character and 

architectural detailing and it is considered of value as a non-designated heritage 
asset through its visual contribution to the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area.  The unjustified loss of the fabric and form of the historic 
outrigger, coupled with the inappropriate bulk, and height of the proposed rear 
extension, would materially and harmfully alter the character of the host building, 
thereby reducing its visual contribution to the Conservation Area and detracting 
from the setting of the closely related Grade I listed Church of St Mary.  None of 
the public benefits identified would outweigh the less than substantial harm that 
would arise from the alterations to the rear of the building to the character and 
appearance of the Hailsham Conservation Area or the setting of the Grade I 
listed Grade I listed Church of St Mary.  The proposal cannot, therefore, be 
considered to constitute sustainable development, being contrary to Government 
guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 at 8, 11, 127, 190, 
192, 193, 194, 196, 197, 200 and 201, together with the provisions of Spatial 
Planning Objectives SPO2 and SPO13 and Policy WCS14 of the adopted Core 
Strategy Local Plan 2013 and saved Policies EN1, EN19 and EN27 of the 
Wealden Local Plan 1998. 

 
2. In coming to this decision to refuse permission, the Local Planning Authority has 

had regard to the requirement to work proactively with the applicant, in line with 
guidance at paragraph 38 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  Whilst 
amendments have been made to overcome some concerns with the scheme, the 
fundamental scale and mass of the proposal remain.  As such, the fundamental 
objection remains due to harm caused, for the reasons set out above. 
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3. This planning decision relates solely to the information contained within the
application form, the following plan(s) and (where appropriate) documents:

Ref.    Date Stamped.  STN4R 
0561-01 A  4 February 2020 
0561-02    30 August 2019 
0561-03 B  4 February 2020 
0561-04 C   4 February 2020 

REASON: For the avoidance of doubt. 

Update from previous PCS Meeting 7 November 2019 

Members deferred making a decision on this application at the PCS meeting held on 7 
November 2019 to enable Officers to examine amended plans, and to negotiate a more 
appropriate size/design to the proposed extension to be more sympathetic to the Grade 
I Listed Church to the rear of the property. 

Discussion 

Following the Committee meeting, the agent and applicant were invited to engage with 
Officers by way of a meeting at the Council Offices.  It was explained that Officers would 
like to see submission of the proposal previously discussed at pre application stage, as 
detailed in the agent’s sketch included at page 265 of the officer report to Committee.  It 
was explained the main issues to address in any scheme were as follows: 

 Loss of the existing outrigger: Although the submitted structural survey
details the need for demolition of this existing outrigger, the Council’s
Building Control advisor considers there may be an opportunity for
appropriate repairs, pending further investigation. This investigation is
necessary to then enable further consideration on the ability and necessity
of repair, and consideration of whether this is viable.

 Scale and form of extension: Should the further assessment identify that
repair is possible, and viable, any rear extension proposed adjacent to it
should replicate the width and height of the existing outrigger. This will
ensure it replicates existing form, and is subservient to this historic built
form and main property. In the event that the existing outrigger cannot be
repaired, and demolition is accepted, any rear extension should be
subservient to the main building. This subservience is derived from the
width and height of extension combined. If a greater width is proposed,
across the entire rear elevation, the extension should be appropriately
reduced in height – to replicate the ridge height and eaves, and
relationship of the existing outrigger.

 Design: Given the sensitive location of the site, the design should be
appropriate in its setting. A reduction in the number of rooflights is
suggested, and use of them in the central valleys only. Windows should be
proportionate, and with a lower cill level, to give better proportion between
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ground and first floors. Existing features (such as brick bond, chimney pot, 
window arches) should be replicated. Omission of the proposed air 
conditioning units is also suggested, as these are prominent and 
obtrusive. Although others are noted to exist nearby, these are set back on 
flat roof additions, away from the primary elevations that face the Grade I 
Listed Church.  

 
The offer of a meeting was declined, but amended drawings have been submitted which 
address the following: 
 

 The air conditioning units have been removed. 

 The rooflights have been confined to the inner roof slopes. 

 A single central window is now shown in the left-hand gable, as opposed 
to two. 

 
In addition, the revised scheme no longer proposes to demolish the outrigger in its 
entirety.  The submissions assert that the gable end would be retained.  Whether this is 
feasible once the roof and flank walls have been removed is not clear.  In any event, the 
existing gable would be heightened and widened, such that it its existing proportions 
would be lost.  As such, the scale and massing of the proposed extension remains 
unchanged from that previously considered by Members. 
 
Consultation Response 
 
The Council’s Senior Heritage Officer has been consulted on the amended proposals 
and has responded with the following comments: 
 
Thank you for re-consulting me on the amended plans received subsequent to the 
Deferral of the application at planning committee south. 
 
I have considered the information on the planning file, including the letter to the 
Planning Agent dated 8th November 2019 which clearly outlines the issues to be 
addressed. 
 
I consider that the only issue that has been addressed is that relating specifically to the 
design and proportionality of fenestration, number of rooflights, and omission of the 
proposed air conditioning units. 
 
The issues outlined in the letter in respect of the retention of the existing outrigger and 
scale and form of extension have not yet been addressed.  I have noted the information 
provided in the Agent’s letter of 3rd February 2020.  It states that the existing roof over 
the outrigger is to be removed and the flank wall rebuilt.  This would result in a wider 
and higher extension to the rear which does not reflect the subordinate nature of the 
present outrigger.  The visual subservience of the present outrigger is particularly 
commented upon by the Planning Inspector (Appeal Ref: APP/C1435/W/18/3193170) 
along with the fact that the outrigger is a longstanding historic feature of the building, 
visible from key public views and makes a positive contribution to the conservation area. 
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I would also question how new and old brickwork can be interfaced visually acceptably 
with the raising of the eaves height for the higher roof and the partial rebuilding of the 
current outrigger in a wider form. 
 
Therefore, I cannot support the proposals as amended for the alterations/extension to 
this building which is within the setting of the Grade I listed church and within the 
designated Hailsham Conservation Area. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Whilst there has been a slight narrowing of the issues in terms of a more sympathetic 
arrangement of openings and removal of the air conditioning units, the scale and form of 
the proposed extension remains unaltered.  The revised scheme therefore fails to 
overcome the harm previously identified. 
 
The previous Officer Report to Committee, which contains a detailed commentary on 
the proposals, is appended for Members’ reference.  This refers to the submission 
Wealden Local Pan 2019, which has subsequently been found unsound.  However, this 
does not affect the previous conclusion that the proposal would lead to unacceptable 
harm to the character and appearance of the host building and surrounding area, 
contrary to policies and guidance within the NPPF 2019, Core Strategy Local Plan 2013 
and adopted Wealden Local Plan 1998 which seek to ensure that the intrinsic quality of 
the historic environment is protected. 

 
Refusal of the application is recommended. 
 

Contact points and references 
 
Team Leader (S) Samantha Prior - Tel: 01892 602479 

Case Officer: Laura Field, Planning Officer – Tel: 01892 602515 

Ward Member: Cllr N Coltman 
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WD/2019/1873/F - 22-24 HIGH STREET, HAILSHAM, BN27 1BJ 
 

Summary of Proposal 
 
Full application for:- 
CHANGE OF USE OF GROUND FLOOR FROM BEAUTY SALON - HAIR AND NAILS 
(USE CLASS SUI GENERIS) TO ESTATE AGENTS OFFICE (USE CLASS A2) 
INCLUDING EXTENSION TO REAR ELEVATION AND ASSOCIATED 
ALTERATIONS 
 
Received date: 4 September 2019 Parish: Hailsham 
8/13 week date: 30 October 2019 Ward: Hailsham Central 
 Grid Ref: 559110 109516 
Link to website: 
http://planning.wealden.gov.uk/plandisp.aspx?recno=147315  

 
Recommendation 
 
That, subject to receipt of no further representations raising new material planning 
considerations relevant to the case, by the close of the consultation period (8 November 
2019) that planning permission BE REFUSED for the following reasons:- 
 
1. Although unlisted, the host building retains much of its historic character and 

architectural detailing and it is considered of value as a non-designated heritage 
asset through its visual contribution to the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area.  The unjustified loss of the fabric and form of the historic 
outrigger, coupled with the inappropriate bulk, height and design of the proposed 
rear extension, would materially and harmfully alter the character of the host 
building, thereby reducing its visual contribution to the Conservation Area and 
detracting from the setting of the closely related Grade I listed Church of St Mary.  
None of the public benefits identified would outweigh the less than substantial 
harm that would arise from the alterations to the rear of the building to the 
character and appearance of the Hailsham Conservation Area or the setting of 
the Grade I listed Grade I listed Church of St Mary.  The proposal cannot, 
therefore, be considered to constitute sustainable development, being contrary to 
Government guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 at 8, 11, 
127, 190, 192, 193, 194, 196, 197, 200 and 201, together with the provisions of 
Spatial Planning Objectives SPO2 and SPO13 and Policy WCS14 of the adopted 
Core Strategy Local Plan 2013, saved Policies EN1, EN19 and EN27 of the 
Wealden Local Plan 1998, and emerging Policies BED1, HE1 and HE5 of the 
submission Wealden Local Plan 2019. 

 
2. In coming to this decision to refuse permission, the Local Planning Authority has 

had regard to the requirement to work proactively with the applicant, in line with 
guidance at paragraph 38 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  However, 
the submitted scheme does not reflect the pre-application advice given by 
Officers and does not overcome the harm identified within the previous appeal 
decision. 

 

APPENDIX
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3. This planning decision relates solely to the information contained within the 

application form, the following plan(s) and (where appropriate) documents: 
  
 Ref.                         Date Stamped.  STN4R 
 0561-01                  30 August 2019 
 0561-02                  30 August 2019 
 0561-03                  30 August 2019 
 0561-04 A               30 August 2019 
  
 REASON: For the avoidance of doubt. 
 

Reason for Referral 
 
This application is being referred to this Committee as the local member, Cllr Coltman, 
has reserved it for the following reasons:- 
 
A survey report has revealed the following: 
 
The side walls of this rear addition are seriously cracked 
 
The foundations have settled, and the side wall is moving away from the main building. 
 
There is a 30-40mm wide crack running vertically down the wall 
 
The nine-inch solid walls has moved, and daylight can be seen through the wall.  
 
The BRE digest on cracks in buildings state that cracks of more than 20mm width are 
structurally significant. 
 
Cause of movement 
 
In my opinion, the rear walls are founded on shallow foundations. 
 
The movement and cracking in the side walls are caused by the settlement of the 
foundations on a clay sub-soil. 

 

The whole structure, of the rear addition including the two side walls, the rear wall and 

the chimney stack should be completely demolished.  

 

The existing foundations should be removed and the rear addition re-built on 600mm 

wide x 2.0m deep foundations with insulated cavity walls and a new roof. 

 

The depth of the new foundations should be in accordance with 

the recommendations of the NHBC guide on foundations clause 4.2. Building Control 

would inspect and advise. 
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If the walls were to be only repaired and stitched – then movement would continue due 

to the shallow foundations on the clay sub soil. 

 

Underpinning would be very difficult due to the adjacent buildings. 
 
This is part of the survey report by David Wood, Structural Engineer, and can be made 
available to the planning officers, and the committee as required. 
 

Executive Summary 
 
The application site comprises a mid-terrace two-storey property located on the 
eastern side of High Street, approximately 190m north of its junction with Market 
Square.  It lies within the heart of the main shopping area of Hailsham. 
 
Planning permission is sought to change the use of the ground floor unit from a nail 
bar (sui generis) to an estate agents office (A2).  It is also proposed to extend the built 
form of the first floor at the rear (over the existing flat roofed area) to create a new 
meeting room.  In contrast to the previous applications, it is now proposed to rebuild 
the whole of the rear elevation, including the wall at ground floor. 
 
The previous appeal decision is a strong material consideration in the assessment of 
the proposal.  The scheme submitted does not follow the pre-application advice given 
by Officers following that decision.  Notwithstanding the revised design, or submission 
of a Structural Inspection Report, the current application is not considered to 
overcome the harm previously identified by the Inspector or to alter the conclusions 
reached. 
 
For the reasons discussed fully below, it is recommended that planning permissions 
be refused. 
 

 

1. Statutory Bodies and Residents - Responses 
 

County Archaeologist: Comments awaited. 
 
Historic England (Listed Buildings): Do not wish to offer any comments. Suggest 
that the views of the Council’s specialist conservation and archaeological 
advisers are sought, as relevant. 
 
Town Council: Fully SUPPORTS the application and would request that the 
brickwork matches the existing. 
 
Response to Town Council: The Town Council’s comments are noted.  However, 
the proposals are not considered to overcome the harm identified to the building 
and its surroundings by the appeal Inspector on the previous scheme, who noted 
that this harm would not be mitigated by the use of brickwork that is sympathetic 
to that found on the existing building. 
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Other third party responses (including local residents) 
None received to date.  Publication consultation runs until 8 November 2019. 

 

2. Other Relevant Responses/Issues 
 

WDC – Building Control (Structural Engineer): COMMENTS as follows: 
 
It can be seen in the photographs that the rear addition has moved downwards 
relative to the main building. The Engineer’s report takes the view that the 
addition should simply be demolished. He states his opinion that movement has 
occurred in the addition because there are shallow foundations proximate to 
trees in Clay soils. As far as I can see, there has been no testing of the ground in 
order to determine its relative susceptibility to shrinkage and moisture content. 
Items that should be considered include soil classification, shrinkage or heave, 
tree water demand, tree heights and their zone of influence. Damage may also 
result from leaking drains that wash away fine ground material leaving voids that 
compress under foundations giving settlement and consequent cracking. 
 
An Engineer may consider the above investigation results to recommend what 
foundations should be necessary. Then, having investigated the existing 
foundation size and depth, prepare a scheme of underpinning that stabilises the 
rear addition from ongoing movement. Following that, appropriate repairs may be 
undertaken to the cracking prior to decoration. Should adjacent drains be found 
to be leaking then these too can be repaired. 
 
Of course, demolition, if allowed, would be one suitable solution to the problem 
but it is not the only solution. 
 
WDC – Senior Heritage Officer: OBJECTS: 
 
I can confirm that I have viewed the site and its context and have also been able 
to consider the planning history. 
 
I note that the previous application for a rear extension was refused and 
appealed.  The appeal was dismissed on the grounds that the design of the 
extension would lead to harm to the character and appearance of the host 
building and that the extended building would appear out of place and 
incongruous in relation to its surroundings.  This would also lead to harm to the 
setting of the Grade I listed Parish Church of St Mary and the character and 
appearance of the designated conservation area.  The Appeal Inspector 
considered that the public benefits of additional commercial floor space was 
modest and that therefore would not outweigh the less than substantial harm 
arising from the proposed extension to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area and the setting of the Grade I listed Parish Church.  It should 
be noted that the Inspector did not consider that any minor pruning required of 
the adjacent tree would be harmful to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area. 
 
Turning to the Inspector’s comments I note that the pertinent points within his 
appeal decision are the following: 
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 The subservience of the current outrigger (rear wing) of the building which 
appears visually subservient to the pitched roof of the host building, being 
set below the main roof. 

 The bulk and height of any extension. 

 The loss of historic fabric at the host property through the wholesale 
removal of the current outrigger. 

 The visual impact of any proposal on the setting of the Grade I listed 
Parish Church. 

 The potential for harm to the character and appearance of the host 
building and surrounding area which would be harmful to the significance 
of the conservation area. 

 
This new application proposes a different solution to a rear extension, omitting 
the crown flat roof previously proposed.  Officers, including myself, have assisted 
with the post refusal discussions to try and find an appropriate solution to 
providing further floor-space at the rear of the property and to improve the 
character and appearance of the local area through removal of the flat roofed 
single storey extension.  I note that the Agent has helpfully submitted an 
‘Evolution of Design Summary’ to demonstrate how the proposals have changed 
through the discussions with officers.  Figure 3 in the document reflects the 
guidance provided to help ensure that any new extension addresses the 
concerns of the Appeal Inspector, but also allows for an improvement in 
appearance to the rear elevation.  A second outrigger extension was shown 
adjacent to the existing, to the same height and width, with a small area of lean-
to roof extending out to cover the remaining area of existing ground floor 
footprint, thereby realising no loss of floorspace.  The visual character of the rear 
elevation was also carefully negotiated to ensure that window openings were 
either side of the chimney stack and that a single window opening in the new 
‘outrigger’ reflected the size and location of the existing window in the rear wall of 
the property. 
 
Unfortunately, the plans submitted for consideration have evolved further and will 
now lead to the complete loss of the existing historic outrigger extension which 
would not address the concerns raised by the Planning Inspector.  In its place is 
proposed a new wider and taller outrigger extension, with a second adjoining, to 
cover the full width of the rear of the existing property.  This will require a higher 
ridge height, which although below that of the host building, breaks the eaves line 
and will create a rear massing which will be far more visually dominant than the 
solution negotiated in the Figure 3 of the submitted document.  In addition, the 
relationship of proposed window openings in the rear elevation to the width of the 
extensions, and the positioning of an opening across the ‘pastiche’ chimney 
stack feature further exacerbate the design issues and would not lead to an 
appropriate design of development within the immediate setting of the Grade I 
listed building, nor would this lead to an enhancement of the character and 
appearance of the conservation area.  It is also noted that an excess of rooflights 
(some eight in number are proposed) – two each on the outer elevations, and 
two each on the inner roofslopes.  Those on the outer roof elevations would be 
prominent and lead to inappropriate visual clutter.   

APPENDIX



For: Planning Committee South 
Date: 7 November 2019 
 

 
Therefore, I do not consider that the current proposals address the Inspector’s 
concerns for the following reasons: 
 

 The bulk, massing and height would be visually dominant on the host 
building and therefore would not be visually subservient. 

 There would be loss of historic fabric at the host property through the 
wholesale removal of the current outrigger. 

 The proposal would still lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of the Grade I listed Parish Church through inappropriate 
development within its setting. 

 The proposals would still lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of the designated Hailsham Conservation Area through the 
inappropriate visual impact of the design and massing of the extension on 
its character and appearance. 

 
It would appear, therefore, that the public benefits of the proposal would still not 
outweigh the less than substantial harm outlined above, and as set out in the 
Inspector’s Decision on the appeal of the refusal of the previous application. 
 
I also note that two air conditioning units are proposed to be attached in a 
visually prominent position on the rear elevation of the proposed extension which 
would further exacerbate the visual harm caused by the proposals. 
 
WDC – Tree & Landscape Officer: NO OBJECTION: 
 
Having looked at Tim’s revised AIA, I have to say that the tree seems to have 
declined over the last few years and I think it would be difficult to argue that its 
retention was desirable/reasonable given its condition.  As you have stated, the 
tree is outside of the red line area and in fact under the stewardship of 
WDC.  There would therefore need to be a S.211 notice submitted to the Council 
for removal of the tree (if the applicant requires this).  The previous appeal 
decision concluded that the tree was not a significant constraint and that despite 
having to be heavily pruned, it would not be detrimental to wider 
amenity.  Consequently, I wouldn’t raise an arboricultural objection to the 
proposal.  
 
As promised, I will also re-notify Jim Lord of this tree and suggest that WDC 
inspect it in timely fashion. 
 

 Pre-Application Matters 
 
The current application follows refusal of two previous schemes for a first floor 
rear extension at the premises, the latter of which was dismissed at appeal in 
September 2018. 
 
Officers, including the Senior Heritage Officer, have assisted with post refusal 
discussions to try and find an appropriate solution to providing further floorspace 
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at the rear of the property, whilst improving the character and appearance of the 
local area through removal of the flat roofed single storey extension. 
Comments were provided in April 2019 in response to a scheme showing a new 
gable range which was both wider and taller than the existing wing.  The revised 
form was recognised as a significant improvement on the previous crown roof 
arrangement.  However, it was suggested that the new gable range should be 
reduced in width to mirror that of the existing and that a small section of mono-
pitched roof be provided along the side of the existing ground floor addition.  
Revisions were also suggested to preserve the visual character of the rear 
elevation by ensuring that window openings were either side of the chimney 
stack and that a single window opening in the new ‘outrigger’ reflected the size 
and location of the existing window in the rear wall of the property. 
 
It is noted from the submitted ‘Evolution of Design Summary’ that this 
arrangement was sketched up (Figure 3 refers, shown below) but not pursued.  
Had this been submitted for Officer comment, it would have been received 
favourably. 
 

 
Figure 3 from the ‘Evolution of Design Summary’ which reflects guidance provided by Officers 
 
Instead, an alternative scheme (Figure 2 in the ‘Evolution of Design Summary’ 
document) was presented for comment in August 2019.  Comments were 
provided to the applicant which expressed concern at the proposal to raise the 
eaves and ridge of the existing rear wing.  It was explained that the recent appeal 
decision would be a strong material consideration in the assessment of the 
proposal, where Inspector Holdsworth assesses the rear wing as follows: 
 
“At first floor level to the rear it exhibits a projecting rear wing (hereafter 
described as the outrigger) with a pitched roof and gable wall facing the park, 
with a distinctive chimney stack rising above the apex of the gable. Whilst the 
ground floor of the rear of the building has been subject to previous extension 
and alteration, this has not compromised the status of the outrigger, chimney 
stack and pitched roof. These appear as longstanding, historic features of this 
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building, visible from key public views from both the park and shopping precinct 
to the rear of the site. They make a positive contribution to the Conservation 
Area.” 
 
It was noted that he goes on to state that “At present, the outrigger appears 
visually subservient to the pitched roof of the host building, being set below the 
main roof.”  It was considered that extending the ridge upwards, so that it 
intersects the eaves line of the main roof, would dilute this relationship.  It was 
suggested that consideration be given to maintaining internal floor levels as per 
the current arrangement.  
 
However, it was noted that, in other respects, the sketch had embodied the 
Officer advice given previously, although the squares sitting just above the 
feature brick course were queried (in terms of what these denoted). 
 
No further correspondence was received. 
 

3. Relevant Planning History 
 

Application No. Description Decision and Date 

WD/1978/693/F Addition to existing shop & change of use of 
first floor offices. 

Approved  

2 June 1978 

WD/1990/2637/F Retention of satellite dish. Approved  

9 October 1990 

WD/2010/0994/F Change of use from retail premises to beauty 
salon (hair and nails). 

Approved (cond) 15 
July 2010 

WD/2016/1973/F Change of use of ground floor from A1 to A3, 
conversion of first floor to residential. 

Approved (cond)  

12 October 2016 

WD/2017/0572/F Change of use of ground floor from nail bar 
(sui generis) to estate agent's offices (A2) 
together with first floor extension. 

Refused 26 June 2017 

 

WD/2017/0573/AI New signage. Refused 29 June 2017 

WD/2017/1627/F Change of use of ground floor from nail bar 
(use class sui generis) to estate agent's 
offices (use class A2), together with first floor 
extension. 

Refused  

15 September 2017 

Appeal dismissed  

7 September 2018 

WD/2017/1628/AI New signage. Refused 

4 September 2017 

WD/2018/0301/AN New fascia sign. Refused 4 May 2018 

 

4. Details of Case 
 
 The Application Site 

  
The application site comprises a mid-terrace two-storey property located on the 
eastern side of High Street, approximately 190m north of its junction with Market 
Square.  It lies within the heart of the main shopping area of Hailsham.  The 
premises are currently vacant, with lawful (sui generis) use as a beauty salon at 
ground floor.  There are retail (A1) premises either side of the application site. 
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The property has an existing shopfront with double window display and central 
access and a second entrance at its northern end.  The shopfront retains various 
traditional elements, including decorative pilasters and mullions, stall riser and 
narrow fascia.  The front facade of the upper floor similarly retains its traditional 
character and fenestration which comprises two sets of triple timber vertical 
sliding sash windows with horns, each set within a rendered surround. 
 

 
 
The rear of the property has a historic extension to the northern end, at right 
angles to the main range.  It is two storeys in height, but has a lower ridge line to 
the shallow slate roof, with the ridge abutting the eaves to the main building.  The 
gable end to the churchyard is of brick in Flemish bond and terminates in a 
chimney stack.  To the south a single storey 20th century flat roofed extension is 
in existence. 
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 The Development Proposals 

  
Planning permission is sought to change the use of the ground floor unit from a 
nail bar (sui generis) to an estate agents office (A2).  It is also proposed to extend 
the built form of the first floor at the rear (over the existing flat roofed area) to 
create a new meeting room.  In contrast to the previous applications, it is now 
proposed to rebuild the whole of the rear elevation, including the wall at ground 
floor. 
 

 Policy Framework 
 

The up-to-date approved ‘development plan’ for Wealden District Council 
comprises the following documents: 

  

 The Wealden District Council (incorporating part of the South Downs 
National Park ) Core Strategy Local Plan (adopted 19 February 2013) 

 The Wealden Local Plan (adopted December 1998) (Saved Policies). 

 The East Sussex and Brighton & Hove Waste Local Plan (adopted 
February 2006) (Saved Policies). 

 East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton and Hove Waste and Minerals 
Local Plan (adopted February 2013). 

 The Affordable Housing Delivery Local Plan (May 2016) 
  

On 28 March 2013 an application was made to the High Court under Section 113 
of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 challenging the validity of 
the Core Strategy on the grounds that it failed to comply with the requirements of 
Directive 2001/43/EC on the Assessment and Effect of Certain Plans and 
Programmes on the Environment and the implementing Environmental 
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.  This was dismissed 
by Order dated 21 February 2014.  However, an appeal on 3 grounds was made 
to the Court of Appeal.  On 7 October 2014, the Court of Appeal dismissed 
Grounds 1 and 2 relating to the housing numbers in the Core Strategy (original 
ruling was upheld). 
 
Ground 3 related to whether the Council had considered reasonable alternatives 
to the use of a 7 km zone in relation to the provision of SANGS.  On 9 July 2015 
in response to a Court of Appeal decision, the Council has made changes to its 
Core Strategy Policy WCS 12 relating to Ashdown Forest.   
 
Prior to the Court of Appeal Judgement Policy WCS12 provided that any net 
increase in residential development between 400m and 7km would be required to 
mitigate its recreational impact through the provision of Suitable Alternative 
Natural Green Space (SANGS) and on-site visitor management measures. The 
reference to the 7km zone of influence and the specific mitigation identified in this 
policy has now been removed. However all planning applications will continue to 
be subject to the Habitat Regulations which protect the Ashdown Forest Special 
Protection Area (SPA). 
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The rest of the Core Strategy is unaffected therefore remains intact as part of the 
adopted development plan for the purposes of this application. 

 
Certain policies of the Wealden Local Plan (1998) have been 'saved' via 
Direction of the Secretary of State dated 25 September 2007, under the 
provisions of Paragraph 1(3), Schedule 8 of the Planning & Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004. Annex 2 of the National Planning Policy Framework confirms 
that these 'saved' policies still form part of the development plan.  

 
Under ‘saved’ policies EN1 (sustainable development) and EN27 (layout and 
design) of the Wealden Local Plan 1998, the Council has also formally adopted 
the Wealden Design Guide, November 2008, as a Supplementary Planning 
Document. Some ‘saved’ policies and the design guide continue to have material 
weight where they are in compliance with the NPPF and CSLP (having regard to 
paragraph 213 of the NPPF). 
 
The Council is working on a new Local Plan.  This was submitted for independent 
examination on the 18 January 2019.  Weight can be afforded to the emerging 
policies, dependent upon the stage at which the Plan has reached, is in line with 
para 48 of the NPPF.  The emerging Plan seeks to deliver full objectively 
assessed housing need together with sustainable expansion of employment and 
retail floor area in the District.  
 
Relevant Policies 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in force from July 2018, and 
amended in February 2019, is a material planning consideration when assessing 
and determining planning applications.  Due regard has been had to any 
relevant national policy guidance, in particular paragraphs 8, 11, 80, 85, 124, 
127, 130, 175-177, 184, 189, 190, 192, 193, 194, 196, 197, 200 and 201 of the 
NPPF. 

  

Transitional provisions of the NPPF confirm that policies within the adopted 
Wealden Local Plan 1998 saved under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004 continue to form part of the Local Plan. 

 

 Saved Policies GD1, EN1, EN12, EN19, EN27, SH3, TR3 and TR16 of the 
adopted Wealden Local Plan 1998. 

 Spatial Planning Objectives SPO1, SPO2, SPO4, SPO6, SPO7, SPO13 
and SPO14 and Policies WCS6, WCS12 and WCS14 of the adopted 
Wealden Core Strategy Local Plan 2013. 

 Wealden Design Guide 2008 (adopted Supplementary Planning 
Document), Chapters 2 and 5. 

 Policies WLP3, INF4, SWGA33, BED1, BED2, HE1, HE3 and HE5 of the 
emerging Wealden Local Plan 2019. 
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 Principles of Development 

 
The premises are located inside the retained development boundary for 
Hailsham and the town’s main shopping area, as defined within the Wealden 
Local Plan 1998.  They lie within the Town Centre Area defined within the 
submission Local Plan 2019, within the Primary Shopping Area and on a Primary 
Shopping Frontage. 
 
The site is located within the designated Hailsham Conservation Area and within 
an archaeologically sensitive area.  It is also located within the setting of Grade II 
listed buildings along the High Street and within the setting of the Grade I listed 
Church of St Mary. 
 
The building the subject of the application is not listed, but is considered to be a 
non-designated heritage asset of value to the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area. 
 
With regard to the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2011, the 
development proposed falls within Schedule 2 category, 10(b) - urban 
development project. Although the thresholds are clearly not met, the site is 
designated as a ‘sensitive’ area situated as it is within the Conservation Area. 
Due to the nature and scale of the proposals, having regard to the scope of 
environmental issues relevant to the site, and with reference to the relevant 
screening criteria in Schedule 3 of the EIA regulations, the scheme is considered 
not to be EIA development. 
 
Policy Issues 
 
Heritage Considerations 
 
The Council has a duty to have special regard to the desirability of preserving a 
listed building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic 
interest which it possesses (Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990).  It also has a duty (with respect to any buildings 
or other land) to have special attention to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of a Conservation Area (Section 72(1) of 
the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990). 
 
The above requirements are reinforced by the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), which at Chapter 16, sets the national agenda for 
‘Conserving and enhancing the historic environment’.  This, in particular requires 
the significance of any heritage asset to be identified and assessed that may be 
affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a 
heritage asset) and for this to inform future change in order to avoid or minimise 
conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the 
proposal.  Of particular relevance is paragraph 200 which states that “local 
planning authorities should look for opportunities for new development within 
Conservation Areas…and within the setting of heritage assets, to enhance or 
better reveal their significance”.  This is reflected by saved Policy EN19 of the 
adopted Wealden Local Plan which states that within Conservation Areas 
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proposals which do not preserve or enhance their existing character, scale and 
visual amenity will be resisted.  Policy HE1 of the emerging Wealden Local Plan 
requires development affecting heritage assets to make a positive contribution to 
the character and distinctiveness of the area.  It requires development within or 
adjacent to conservation areas to better reveal the identified special character 
and significance of those areas and, where practical, to conserve and enhance 
those elements which contribute to the conservation area’s special character and 
appearance.  Policy HE5 of the emerging Wealden Local Plan seeks to secure 
the preservation and enhancement of non-designated heritage assets and their 
settings. It states that “development that would result in the loss of, or 
demonstrably harm the significance or setting of a non- designated heritage 
asset, will be resisted, unless the proposed development has other public 
benefits that clearly outweigh the loss of, or harm to, the asset, or there is no 
other feasible means of bringing a key development site forward”. 
 
Paragraph 194 of the NPPF requires clear and convincing justification for any 
harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its 
alteration or destruction, or from development within its setting).  Paragraph 196 
states that  
 
Paragraph 196 states that “where a development proposal will lead to less than 
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm 
should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where 
appropriate, securing its optimum viable use”. 
 
Economic and Town Centre Considerations 
 
Paragraph 80 of the NPPF states that planning decisions should help create the 
conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt.  It requires 
significant weight to be placed on the need to support economic growth and 
productivity, taking into account both local business needs and wider 
opportunities for development. 
 
Paragraph 85(b) states that “planning policies should define the extent of town 
centres and primary shopping areas, and make clear the range of uses permitted 
in such locations, as part of a positive strategy for the future of each centre”. 
 
The emerging Local Plan is very clear on this.  Policy SWGA 33 relates to 
Hailsham Primary Shopping Area and states that the following uses will be 
permitted within defined primary frontages: 
 
a. retail development (use class A1) 
b. use classes A2-A5 and D1-D2 provided that: 

 it would not result in 3 or more non A1 use class units in adjoining 
premises within the primary shopping area; and 

 it would not break continuous A1 primary retail frontage. 
 
In terms of the 1998 Local Plan, saved Policy SH2 provides support for shopping 
uses within the main shopping area, whilst SH3 permits A2 and A3 where: (1) 
there is no disruptive effect on the shopping frontage through a concentration of 
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non-retail uses; (2) provision is made for a window display; and (3) there is no 
detrimental effect on the character or amenities of the area through smell, litter or 
noise. 
 
Other Considerations 
 
Saved Policy EN27 of the Wealden Local Plan and emerging Policy BED1 seek 
development that respects the character of the locality and protects existing 
residential amenities.  Saved Polices TR3 and TR16 and emerging Policies INF4 
and BED2 require appropriate access and parking arrangements. 
 
Background 
 
The previous appeal decision is a very strong material consideration in the 
assessment of this proposal.  The key determining factors in that case were the 
effect of the development on the character and appearance of the host building 
and upon the surrounding area, having particular regard both to the character 
and appearance of the Conservation Area and to the setting of the Grade I listed 
Church. 
 
The Inspector assesses the host building and the significance of the existing rear 
wing as follows: 
 
“Whilst unlisted, the host building is nonetheless an attractive historic building, 
and in common with other buildings on the High street displays a well preserved 
front façade. At first floor level to the rear it exhibits a projecting rear wing 
(hereafter described as the outrigger) with a pitched roof and gable wall facing 
the park, with a distinctive chimney stack rising above the apex of the gable. 
Whilst the ground floor of the rear of the building has been subject to previous 
extension and alteration, this has not compromised the status of the outrigger, 
chimney stack and pitched roof. These appear as longstanding, historic features 
of this building, visible from key public views from both the park and shopping 
precinct to the rear of the site. They make a positive contribution to the 
Conservation Area.” (Paragraph 7) 
 
He identifies harm arising from the appeal scheme both through: 
(i) the loss of historic features and fabric; and 
(ii) the bulk of the extension, its raised height and atypical roof form 

(paragraphs 9 and 10). 
 
He attributes “considerable importance and weight” to the resultant harm both to 
the character and appearance of the Hailsham Conservation Area and to the 
setting of the Church through an extended building which would appear out of 
place and incongruous in relation to its surroundings and which would compete 
with the Church for visual attention in views from the churchyard and Vicarage 
Field shopping precinct (paragraphs 10 and 12).  In both cases, less than 
substantial harm is identified.  Paragraph 196 of the NPPF requires that this harm 
is weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where 
appropriate, the securing its optimal viable use. 
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The public benefits considered by the Inspector were threefold: (i) improvement 
to the structural condition of the building; (ii) the economic benefits to the town 
centre; and (iii) a perceived cosmetic improvement to the rear of the property.  
The Inspector address each of these as follows: 
(i) The evidence before him did not demonstrate the building is redundant or 

beyond economic repair in its current form.  In consequence, only limited 
weight was attached to the public benefits associated with the 
improvements to the condition of the building. 

(ii) It was acknowledged that the proposal would allow an existing business to 
expand and grow through relocation and also bring a vacant unit back in 
to use, thereby promoting inward investment and sustainable economic 
growth in line with the objectives of the NPPF and development plan 
policies.  However, as the works only relate to one unit within the town 
centre, and the total extent of additional commercial floor space being 
provided is modest, consequently, the overall effect on the vitality and 
viability of the town centre would be limited, and these economic benefits 
only attracted limited weight in the overall planning balance. 

(iii) Improvements such as removal of the security wire at first floor level are 
likely to be short term in the overall lifespan of the building and therefore 
carry little weight in the overall planning balance. 

 
Discussion 
 
This current application seeks a similar extended first floor area to the previous 
proposal, but in a revised format amounting to replacement of the historic 
outrigger and more modern single-storey addition with a two-storey extension 
spanning the width of the building at the rear.  This would have a twin gable form 
built with raised eaves and ridge heights in comparison to the existing outrigger. 
 

 
 

APPENDIX



For: Planning Committee South 
Date: 7 November 2019 
 

 
 
The scheme raises similar issues to those considered by the Inspector on the 
recent appeal i.e. the effect of development on the character and appearance of 
the host building and surrounding area, having particular regard to whether it 
would preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the Conservation 
Area and the effect on the setting of the Grade I listed Church.  Assessment in 
that case turned both on the loss of the existing outrigger as a longstanding 
historic feature of the building, and the bulk, height and roof form of the 
replacement extension. 
 
This latest application seeks to make a case for removal of the outrigger on 
structural grounds.  A Structural Inspection Report has been submitted which 
records structural defects in the side walls of the outrigger due to downward 
movement relative to the main building. The author of the report takes the view 
that the outrigger should simply be demolished, being of the opinion that 
movement has occurred in the addition because there are shallow foundations 
proximate to trees in clay soils. 
 
Advice has been sought from the Council’s Structural Engineer on the content of 
the report, who highlights that there does not appear to have been any testing of 
the ground in order to determine its relative susceptibility to shrinkage and 
moisture content.  Such investigation would be necessary to properly inform the 
size and depth of foundation required and thus a scheme for stabilisation.  It 
would also allow any other influencing factors (e.g. leaking drains) to be 
addressed. 
 
Clearly demolition of the outrigger is one solution to the structural issues 
evidenced, but it is not the only solution.  Indeed, the Inspector previously 
acknowledged that “through the substantial reconstruction of the rear of the 
property these structural issues would likely be addressed”.  However he went on 
to say that the evidence before him did not demonstrate that that the building 
was redundant or beyond economic repair in its current form.  This remains the 
case and, once again, only limited weight can be attached to the public benefits 
associated with the improvement to the structural condition of the building. 
 
Turning to the design of the replacement extension, the more traditional dual-
pitched roof form now tabled is recognised as an improvement on the earlier 
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crown roof, which the Inspector identified as being an atypical and incongruous 
roof form.  However, the harm identified previously was not limited to the design 
of the roof.  It related also to the loss of longstanding historic features of the 
building, and to the bulk, height and prominence of the replacement extension. 
 
Officer advice has been consistent (over the past two and a half years) as to 
what is considered a sympathetic means of enlarging the building at first floor, 
involving retention of the existing outrigger and provision of a second outrigger to 
the same height and width. 
 
This approach is considered to be reinforced by the Inspector’s findings wherein 
the positive visual contribution of the outrigger and its pitched roof, gable wall 
and distinctive chimney stack are described and, moreover, it being noted that “at 
present, the outrigger appears visually subservient to the pitched roof of the host 
building, being set below the main roof”. 
 
The scheme submitted has not followed the pre-application advice given by 
Officers.  In place of the historic outrigger it is proposed to construct a new, wider 
and taller outrigger extension, with a second adjoining, to cover the full width of 
the rear of the existing property.  This would require a higher ridge height which, 
although below that of the host building, would break the eaves line and create a 
rear massing which would be far more visually dominant than the solution 
recommended to the applicant. 
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View of existing outrigger and Church from the shopping precinct 

 
The resultant increase in height and bulk would be readily appreciated from both 
the churchyard and shopping precinct.  It would create an extension that would 
not be appropriately subordinate in its relationship with the host building and 
which would compete visually with the Church within these viewpoints. 
 
This harm would be further compounded by the arrangement of windows within 
the rear elevation, where the openings would relate poorly to the width of the 
extensions and one would be positioned across the ‘pastiche’ chimney stack 
feature.  In addition, an excess of rooflights –some eight in total – are proposed.  
Those on the outer roof slope would be visually prominent, as would the two air 
conditioning units shown on the rear elevation, which would further exacerbate 
the visual harm caused by the proposals. 
 
The Council’s Senior Heritage Officer has been consulted on the scheme and 
does not consider that the current proposals address the Inspector’s concerns for 
the following reasons: 
 

 The bulk, massing and height would be visually dominant on the host 
building and therefore would not be visually subservient. 

 There would be loss of historic fabric at the host property through the 
wholesale removal of the current outrigger. 

 The proposal would still lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of the Grade I listed Parish Church through inappropriate 
development within its setting. 

 The proposals would still lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of the designated Hailsham Conservation Area through the 
inappropriate visual impact of the design and massing of the extension on 
its character and appearance. 

 
Overall, it is concluded that the proposals would lead to unacceptable harm to 
the fabric, character and appearance of the host building as a non-designated 
heritage asset.  They would fail to preserve or enhance the character and 
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appearance of the Hailsham Conservation Area and would lead to inappropriate 
development within the setting of the Grade I listed Church. 
 
Other Matters 
 
Impact on Shopping Area 
 
Since determination of the previous applications, the Council has published the 
submission Wealden Local Plan 2019.  This identifies the application premises as 
being located within the Hailsham Primary Shopping Area and on a Primary 
Shopping Frontage.  Emerging Local Plan Policy SWGA33 seeks to ensure the 
dominance of A1 uses within the town’s primary frontages, in order to maintain its 
retail function, whilst providing greater flexibility within secondary frontages for 
other uses, in order to maintain the viability and vitality of the shopping area.  The 
policy is permissive of A2 use within primary frontages provided that: it would not 
result in 3 or more non A1 use class units in adjoining premises within the 
primary shopping area; and it would not break continuous A1 primary retail 
frontage.  Saved Local Plan Policy SH3 provides for A2 uses within the main 
shopping area where there would be no disruptive effect on the shopping 
frontage and where provision is made for a window display. 
 
The application premises are currently vacant.  Their lawful use is a sui generis 
one, having been granted change of use from A1 to a beauty salon under 
planning permission WD/2010/0994/F and subsequently operated as a nail bar 
(Hollywood Nails).  The proposal would not therefore remove an A1 unit from the 
primary frontage, nor intensify the provision of non-retail uses within the shopping 
area. 
 
The proposed A2 use would be wholly compatible with the existing uses which 
characterise the shopping area and would bring a vacant unit back into use, 
representing investment in the town centre. 
 
Archaeological Impact 
 
The current application differs from previous schemes in that it proposes to 
replace the existing rear additions and rear boundary wall.  Given the 
archaeological sensitivities of the site, a view has been sought from the County 
Archaeologist on the proposed works.  Comments are awaited and will be 
provided to Members by way of update. 
 
Trees 
 
The proposed extension would be constructed in close proximity of a sycamore 
within the adjoining churchyard.  The effect of development upon the amenity 
value of the tree was considered by the appeal Inspector who concluded that, 
notwithstanding the need to prune the tree back to facilitate the upward extension 
of the building, the total loss of vegetation would be limited and consequently, the 
work would not compromise the overall appearance of the tree. 
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Furthermore, the current application is accompanied by an updated Arboricultural 
Implications Assessment which notes a decline in the health of the tree and 
recommends its removal.  The tree is located beyond the application site and a 
S.211 notice would therefore be required for its removal.  This is beyond the 
remit of the current planning application. 
 
Access & Parking 
 
There is no space to provide vehicle parking to serve the premises, but given the 
town centre location where there is public car parking available and access to 
public transport, it is not considered that the proposed change of use to A2 or 
provision of additional floor area to form an ancillary meeting room would result in 
an unacceptable highway impact. 
 
Impact on Adjoining Properties 
 
The site is situated in a central town centre location and is surrounded by other 
commercial properties.  The proposed A2 use is entirely compatible with its 
surroundings and would not materially harm the established amenities of nearby 
residential properties. 
 
The proposed extension would result in a deep flank wall adjacent to no. 20.  The 
upper floor of this building appears to be in use ancillary to the ground floor A1 
use.  In any event, outlook would be maintained from the upper floor windows to 
the rear of the building, across the churchyard.  Although there would be some 
oblique enclosure from the first floor addition, in the context of these closely 
aligned town centre properties, it is not considered that any significant adverse 
impact would arise from an overbearing presence. 

 
Habitats Regulations 2017 (as amended) 
 
The proposal is not directly connected with or necessary to the management of 
the Ashdown Forest or Lewes Downs SACs and therefore it is necessary to 
determine if the proposal has a likely significant effect on these protected areas. 
 
An A2 use would have a similar local draw compared to the established sui 
generis use of the premises as a nail bar.  The increased floor area at first floor 
would be used ancillary to the existing ground floor unit in the same way that the 
upper area of the building is currently.  It is also relevant that emerging Policy 
SWGA33 does not cross-refer to Policy AF1 of the submission Local Plan 2019 
and as such, having regard to footnote 17, no further assessment beyond the 
Habitats Regulations Assessment for the emerging Plan would be required. 
 
Therefore it is concluded that the proposal will not have a likely significant effect 
on the Ashdown Forest or Lewes Downs SACs either alone or in combination. 
 

5. Conclusion 
 
The previous appeal decision is a very strong material consideration in the 
assessment of this proposal.  The Inspector identified harm arising to the host 
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building through demolition and loss of fabric, and through harm to its character 
and appearance.  From this, less than substantial harm was identified both to the 
character and appearance of the Hailsham Conservation Area and to the setting 
of the Grade I listed Church. 
 
Although the current application pursues an alternative roof from, its height and 
bulk would not be appropriately subordinate to the host building, and coupled 
with its overall design, the scheme would fail to either preserve or enhance the 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area and would detract from the 
setting of the Grade I listed Church.  Furthermore, the scheme would result in the 
wholesale removal, without adequate justification, of the historic outrigger. 
 
As such, the proposals do not overcome the harm previously identified by the 
appeal Inspector.  As in that case, the harm arising both to the Conservation 
Area and to the setting of the Grade I listed Church is considered to be less than 
substantial.  Paragraph 196 of the NPPF requires that where a development 
proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public 
benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable 
use.  The Inspector considered public benefits arising from improvement to the 
structural condition of the building, economic benefits to the town centre, and a 
perceived cosmetic improvement to the rear of the property.  Only limited weight 
was attached to these public benefits, none of which were sufficient to outweigh 
the less than substantial harm arising from the alterations to the rear of the 
building to the character and appearance of the Hailsham Conservation Area, 
and the setting of the Grade I listed Church.  Nothing has been presented under 
the current application to alter this view, notwithstanding the submission of a 
Structural Inspection Report. 
 
Overall, the proposal would lead to unacceptable harm to the character and 
appearance of the host building and surrounding area, contrary to policies and 
guidance which seek to ensure that the intrinsic quality of the historic 
environment is protected. 
 
Refusal of the application is recommended. 
 

6. Contact points and references 
 
Team Leader (S) Samantha Prior - Tel: 01892 602479 

Case Officer: Laura Field, Planning Officer – Tel: 01892 602515 

Ward Member: Cllr N Coltman APPENDIX
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Planning Committee South 
Officer Update Report 

7th November 2019 

Agenda Item 14 – WD/2019/1873/F – 22-24 High Street, Hailsham (Pages 259 – 282) 

Amended Plans have been received, revising the window arrangement to the rear elevation. 
A window to the rear, below the chimney, has been reduced in width to address comments 
from the Senior Heritage Officer.  

Officer response: Whilst these amendments improve the rear elevation of the proposal, 
compared to the previous scheme, they do not overcome the recommended reason for 
refusal due to unjustified loss of the existing built form, and inappropriate bulk, height and 
overall design of the proposed rear extension. The recommendation remains as set out.  

Consultations 

ESCC Archaeology: No objection. 

Although this application is situated within an Archaeological Notification Area, based on the 
information supplied, I do not believe that any significant archaeological remains are likely to 
be affected by these proposals. For this reason I have no further recommendations to make 
in this instance. 

Representations 

One letter of support has been received from the Vicar of Hailsham Parish Church, stating 
there are no objections to the proposal subject to the use of materials that are in keeping with 
the historic nature of the churchyard. The proposal is welcomed, to tidy up the rear of the 
properties that detract from the quality green open space of the churchyard, in the heart of 
town.  

Officer response: The letter of support is noted. Any proposals to improve the appearance of 
this important part of the Hailsham Conservation Area, and setting of the Listed Church, 
would be welcomed. However, each application is considered on its merits and any benefit is 
not considered to outweigh the less than substantial harm arising from this specific proposal, 
for the reasons set out in the officer report.  



For: Planning Committee South
Date: 27 February 2020



For: Planning Committee South 
Date: 27 February 2020

Crown Copyright and database right 2020. Ordnance Survey 100018692 



For: Planning Committee South 
Date: 27 February 2020

Crown Copyright and database right 2020. Ordnance Survey 100018692 




